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DISC OURSE 
Againſt 


ranſubNamtiation. 


Oncerning the Sacrament of the 
Lord's-Supper, one of the two 
great poſitive Inſtitutions of 
the Chriſtian Religion,there are 
o main points of difference between 
and the Church of Rome, one a- 
ut theDo&r:ae of Tranſubſtanti ation $ 
which they think, but are not certain, 
at they have the Scripture and the 
ords of our Saviouw on their Side * 
he other, about the Adminiſtration of 
us Sacrament to the People in both 
nds; mm which we are ſure that we 
xve the Scripture and our Saviowr's 
/titutiou on our Side 3 and that ſo 
ainly, that our Adverfaries themſelves 
not deny 1t. 
Of the Firſt of theſe I ſhall now 
reat, and endeavour to ſhew againſt 
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e Church of Rowe, that in this Sacra- ;"F 


oF ». * * th x7" %S EY tits . 


"4 


A DISCOURSE 


2#e31t; there is no ſubſtantial Chang 
thade of the Elements of Bread 'and 
Wine, into the natural Body and Blood 
of Criſt ; that Body which was Born 
of the Virgin Mary, and Suffered-up 
on the Croſs; for to they Explain that 
hard Word Tranſubſtantiation. 
Betpre I Engage in this Argument, 
. carftbutobſerve whatanunreaſonable 
+;Task weare put upon, by the bold Con- 
fidence of our Adverfaries, to Diſpute 
a. Matter of Senſe ; which is one of 
thoſe things about which Ari/totle hath 
long ſince pronounced, there ought to 
be no Diſpute. 
Itmight well ſeemſtrange,if any ma 
ſhould Write a Book, to prove that 
an Egg is not and Elephant, and that ; 
Auſquet Bullet 1s not a Pike : It is eve- 
ry Whit as hard a Cale, to be put to 
maintain by a long Diſcourſe, that 
what we ſeeand handle, and taſte to be 
Bread 1s Bread, and not the Body of 4 
A1an; and what we ſee and taſte to be 
Fine 1s Wine, andnot Blood: and if this 
Evidence may not paſs for ſufficient, 
without any further Proof, I do nor 
lee, why any Man that hath Confidence th 
enough to do ſo, may -not deny any FP 
thing to be what all the World ſees 1t Fj 
1S; or afhrm any thing to be what all 
tae. World ſees 1t is not, and this with 
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_ 6ga1n;ft Tranſubſtzntiaticn. 

$ out all poſhbility of being farther Con- 
futed ; So that the bulineſs of 7; an- 
Jubſtantiation, is not a Controverſy of 
Scriptureagainlt Scriptare, or of Reaſon 
againſt Reaſon, but of down right 1»- 
padence, againit the plain meaning of 
ry Scriptzre, and all the Senle and Rea- 

WM fon of Mankind. FA 

It is a molt Self-evident falſhood ; 
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mo and there isno Doctrine or Prog 
: in the World that is of it ſelf moſeevis- 
ol denily true, than Tranſubſtantiation 
ap evidently falſe: and yetit it were poſ- 
p . ſible to betrue, it would be the moſt 
1 = Itl-natured and Pernicioustr«th in the 


World, becauſe it would fuffer nothing 
elſe to be t7xe; it is like the Roman Ca- 
_ tholick Church, which will needs be the 

wal whole Chriſtian Church, and will al- 
"E low no other $c:eryof Chriſtians to be 


oY it be true at all; it is"all z7#th; forit 
AL 


i cannot be trueunleſsour Senſes and the: - 
O DO Senſes of all Mankind be deceived a- 


LA bout their proper Objettz ; and- if this 
0 il be !#e and certain, thennothing elſe 
this can be /o, for if we be riot certain of what 
_ . we ſee, we can becettain of nothing. 


And yet notwithſtanding all this, 
thereis a Company of Menin the World 
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2#e31t; there is no ſubſtantial Chang 
thade of the Elements of Bread 'and 
Wine, into the natural Body and Blood 
of Chriſt; that Body which was Born 
of the Virgin Mary, and Suftered-up 
on the Croſs; for to they Explain that 
hard Word Trarſubſtantiation. 

Betpre I Engage in this Argument, I 


to © fp, an > a + © 8 


. caifotbutobſerve whatanunreaſonable ; 
+;Task weare putupon, by the bold Con- q 
fidence of our Adverſaries, to Diſpute £ 


a. Matter of Senſe ; which 1s one of 
thoſe things about which Ariſtotle hath 7: 

' long ſince pronounced, there ought to + 
be no Diſpute. 
Itmight well ſeemſtrange,if any many ,, 
ſhould Write a Book, to prove that 


an Eygg is not and Elephant, and that ; I. 
Mauſquet Bullet is not a Pike : It is eve © 
ry Whit as hard a Cale, to be put to . 
maintain by a long Diſcourſe, that pet 


what we ſeeand handle, and taſte tobe 
Bread 1s Bread, and not the Body of 4 
A1an; and what we ſee and taſte to be 
Fine 1s Wine, andnot Blood: and if this 
Evidence may not paſs for ſufficient, 
without any further Proof, I do nor 
lee, why any Man that hath Confidence th 
enough to do ſo, may -not deny any &; 
thing to be what all the World ſees it FE 
1S; or afhrm any thing to be what all 
the. World ſees 1t is not, andthis with 
| | Out 


- - egairſt Tranſubſtantiaticn. 
$ out all poſhbility of being farther Con- 
futed ; So that the bulineſs of T;an- 
Subſtantiation, is not a Controverſy of 
Scriptureagainlt Scriptare, or of Reaſon 
agailt Reaſon, but of down right 1- 
prudence, againit the plain meaning of 
Scriptzre, and all the Senle and Rea- 
ſon of Mankind. PAY 
It is a molt Self-evident falſhood ; 
and there isno Doctrine or Prbpgſition 
in the World that isof it ſelf mot&evi-- 
dently trae, than Tranſnbſtantiationts 
evidently falſe: and yetit it were poſ- 
ſible to betrue, it would be the moſt 
Itl-natured and Pernicioustr«th in the 
World, becauſe it would fufter nothing 
elſe to be trxe; it is like the Roman Ca- 
tholick Charch, which will needs be the 
whole Chriſtian Church, and will al- 
low no other Sc:etyof Chriſtians to be 
any part of it: ſo Tranſubtaatiation, if 
it be true at all, it is all 7z#th; for it 
cannot be trueunleſsour Senſes and the: 
Senſes of all Mankind be deceived a- 
bout their proper Objeft; ; and if this 
be rzze and certain, thennothing elſe 
can be /o, for if we be riot certain of what 
we ſee, we can becertain of nothing. 
And yet notwithſtanding all this, 
thereis a Company of Menin the World 
10 ——_ 7 given up byGodtothe 
-Efficacy of Delſion, as in good earneſt, 


'to- believe this G7o/s and Palpable Er- 


3 ror, 
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ror, and to Impoſe the Beliefof it upon 
the Chriſtian World, under no leſs pe- 
nalties than of Temporal Deathand Eter- 
ual Damnation : And therefore to unde- 
ceive, if poſlible, thoſe deluded Soxls, 
it will beneceſſary to examine the pre- 
tended Grounds of ſo falſe a Dottrine, 
and to lay apen the Monftrous Abſ#r- 


dity of It. 

aha in the handling*of this Argu- 
ment, I ſhall proceed in thisplain Me- 
tHod, | 

1. I ſhall confider the pretended 
Grounds and Reaſons of the Charch of 
Rome for this Dottrine. 

2. I ſhall produce our Objettions a- 
gain{t it, and if I can ſhew that there is 
no tolerableGrownd for it,and that there 
are invincible Gbjeftions againſt it ; 
then every 'Man-is not only-in Reaſon 
Excuſed from believing this Do&rine, 
but hath great Caxſe'ro believe the 
contrary, | 
Firſt, I will Conſider the pretended 


 Grownds and Reafons.of the Church of 


Rome forthis Dg&rine, 'which mult be 
one or more of theſe Five. Either F:7/t, 
the Authority of &riptare. Or Secondly, 
the perpetual Belief of this Do#rizein 
the Chriſtian Church, as an evidence, 
that they always underſtood, -and'In- 
terpreted our Saviour's Words, this is 
my 


againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 


| my Body, in this Senſe. Or Third/ ,the 


Authority of the preſent Church, to 
make and declarenew ticles of Faith. 
Or Foxrthly, the abſolute neceſſity of 
ſuch a change as this, in the Sacrament, 
to the Comfort and Benefit 'of thoſe 
who Receive this Sacrament. Or Fifth- 
hy,.to magnifie the Power of the Prieſt, 
oeing able to work ſo great'a 4£r4- 
Cle. 2» 

1, They pretend for this Dore, 
the Authority of S&ripture in theſe 
Words of our Saviour, this is my Body; 
now to ſhew the Infufhciency of this 
Pretence ; I ſhall endeavour to make 
good theſe two things, 

1. That there isnoneceſſity of un- 
derſtanding thoſe Words of our Saviour 
in the Senſe of 77an/abſtantiation. 

2. That there is a great-deal of Rea- 
ſon to underſtand them otherwiſe. 

Firft, That there is no Neceſſity to 
underſtand thoſe Wordsof our Saviour 
in the Senſe of 7r-an/ubſtantiation. It 
there be any, it muſt be from one of 
theſe twoReaſons, either becauſe there 
are no Figurative Expreſſions in Scri- 
pture, which I think no Man ever yet 
fid ; Or elſe, becauſe a Sacrament ad- 
mits of no Fgares; which would be _ 
Very abſur'd o any man to ſay, fince - 
it isof the-very Nature of a Sacrament, 
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to Repreſent and Exhibit ſome inviſt- 
ble Grace and Benefit by an Outward 
Sigxand Figare : and eſpecially,ſince it 
cannot be denied, but that in the In- 
ſtitution of this very Sacrament,our S4- 
vioxr uſeth Figurative Expreſſions,and 
ſeveral Words which cannot be-taken 
Strictly and Literally : When he gave 
theGepheſaid, this Cup is the New Te- 
famgyr in my Blood, which is ſhed for | 
you. and for many, for the remiſſion of 

firs. Where Furlt, the Cup is put for ſþ 
Vine contained in the Cp,; or elſe, if 
the Words be Litterally taken, ſo asto 
fignifie a ſubſtantial Change, itisnotof 
the7/ine,but of theCzp, and that, not 
into the Blood of Chriſt, but into the 
New Teſtament, or New Covenant 1n his 


Blood; beſides, that his Blood is ſaid, } 


then to be ſhed, and his Body to be bro- &: 


ken, which was not till his Paſſion, 
which followed theInſtitution and firit 

Celebration of this Sacrament. 
_ . But that there is no neceſ{ity to 
(a) de Exch. underſtand our Saviour's words in the 
}. 3. c. 23, {enſeof Tranſubſtantiation, Iwilltake 
(b);n3diſ.a9 the plain conceſſion of a great number 
'©.75. $6}, Of the moſt Jearned Writers of the 
2.(c)in3.pare Church of 'Rowe in this. Con- 
diſp. 180, froverlie. (a) Bellarmine, (b ) Suarez. 
©n.75.art2. and (c) Vaſquez, do acknowledge Sco- 
6. 15, tus the great Schoolman to have od, 
tnat 


againtt T ranſubſtantiation. 


hat this DoCtrine cannot be evident- 

ard Bly proved from Scripture : and Bellar- 

elt E -»me grants this not to be impro- 

In- Ebable ; and Sarez and Vaſquez ac- 1) is 

knowledge (d) Dxrandys to have raid (1) *? q "Ng 

as-much. (e) Ocham, another famous {. 4+ Ie. 11. 
hoolman, ſays expreſly, that the ku. 1. "uh 4 

Dottrine which holds the Subſtance of (e)in 4. Sent. 

the Bread and Wine to remam after 5 *, T 

_ Conſecration, is neither repugnant to _ 14D. 

Reaſon nor to Scripture. (t) Petraus 3( Jin * 

 Allaco Cardinal of Combray tays ent..Q. ; 

plainly, that the Doftrine of the Sub- ®** © 

rance of Bread and Wine remaining af- 

£ Þer Conſecration, is more eaſie and free 

Srom abſurdity, more rational, and no 

ways repugnant to the Authority of 

criptare ; nay, more, that for the 

Sother Doctrine, viz. of Tran{ubſtan- 


&:4tion, there is no evidence in Scrip- 


10Nn, «re. (g) Gabriel Biel, another great ( gin Canon. 
firtt Schoolman and Divineof their-Church, £/[{c#4.49. 


reely declares, that as to any thing 
' to Frxpre/ſs'd in the Canon of the Serip- 
the Wxres, 4 man may believe that the 
take WwHtance of Bread and Wine doth re- 
aber -a:z after Conſecration : and therefore 
_ the Mereſolves the belief of 77an/ubſtantia- 
:on- F$:0z into ſome other Revelation, be- 
arex ſides Scripture, which he ſuppoſeth 
he Church had about it. arena, 
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(h)in aquin. (h) Cajetan confeſſeth, that the Goſpel 
3-part. Qu. doth no where expreſs that the Bread 
75, art. 1, is changed into the Body of Chriſt; 
Y that we have this from the Authority al 

of the Church : nay, he goes farther, | 1c 
that there is nothing in the Goſpel whi ><} 
enforceth any man to underſtand theſe $ 01 
words of Chriſt, this is my Body, inf 0 
a proper and not a metaphorical ſenſe; | 
but F Church having underſtood them | 
in aproper ſenſe they are to be ſoex-li 
plained; Which words in the Roman 
Edition of Cajetan are expunged by 
.z , Order of Pope (1) P:zs V. Cardinal 
(1) eFgid.Co, (k) Conlarenus, and (1) Melchior Ca- 
minke a 54- 51% one of the beſt and moſt judicious 
cram. =<+15+ Writers that Church ever had, reckon 
yi ; I m Fa this DoGrine among thoſe which 
(k) 4 *” are not ſo expreſly found in Scriptare. 
1 )L 93,5 Iwill add but one more, of great 
/ 74 *0- authority in the Church, and a re- 
>) +3-0-3- puted Martyr, (m) Fiſher Biſhop of 1 
(m/ th d | Rocheſter, who ingenuouſly confeſleth, | 
rod {1V- DAD). that #n the words of the Inſtitution, 
MC1O 2+ there is not one —_ _ TRIO 
true preſence of the fleſh and blood 0 
Chrift +n our ee cax be proved : 
So that we need not much contend 
that this Doctrine hathno certain foun- 
dation in Scripture, whenthis is ſoful- 
ly and frankly acknowledged by our 
Adverlaries themſelves, 
Secondly, 
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againſt (T ranſubſtantiation. 

Secondly, Tf there be no neceflity 
of underſtanding our Saviour's words 
in the ſenſe of 7ranſubſtantiation, I 
am ſure, there 1s agreat deal of rea- 
ſon to underſtand them otherwiſe. 
Whether we confider the like exprefſ1- 
ons min Scripture; as where our Savi- 
ours ſays, he is the door, and the true 
Vive, (Which the Church *of, Rowe 
would mightily have triumph'qd in, 


| had it beenſaid, this is mytrue body.) 


And fo likewiſe where the Chuch is 
faid to be Chri/”s body ; and the Rock 
which followed the 1/-aelites to be 
Chriſt, 1 Cor. 10. 4. They drank of 
that Rockwhich followed them, and that 
Rock was Chriſt : All which, and 
innumerable more like expreſſions in 
Scripture, every man underſtands in a 
hgurative, and notin a ſtrictly literal 
and abſurd ſenſe. And it is very well 
known, that in the Hebrew Language, 
things are commonly faid to be rhat 
which they do fignify andrepreſent; 
and there is not in that Language a 
more proper and uſual way of expreſ- 
fing a thing to ſignifie ſo and fo, than 
tolay that itiis ſo and ſo. Thus Joſeph 
expounding Pharaoh's dream to him, 
Gen. 4r. 26. Says, the ſeven good kine 
are ſeven years, and the ſeven good years 
4 corn are ſevenyears,that is,they{1gnt- 

ed orrepreſented ſeven years of plenty; 
an 


NF 974 


| 
' 


Ly! 
" 
1 
it 
4 
d 
| 


4————— = - 


» rk wat 


a 


—_— 
SO” OO 


(n) Dialog. 
- © cam. Tryph. 

f. 297. Edit, 

Parif. 1639, 


A DISCOURSE 


and fo Pharaoh underſtood him, and 
ſo would any man of ſenſe under- 
ſtand the like expreſſions; nor do I 
believe that any ſenſible man, who 
had never heard of Tranſubſtantiati- 
01, being grounded upon theſe words 
of our Saviour, this is my body, would 
upon reading the Inſtiturion of the 
Sacrament in the Goſpel, ever have 
imagn'd any ſuch thing to be meant 
by pufr Saviour in thoſe words; but 
would have underſtood his mcaning 
tohave been, this Bread fhgnihes my 
Body, this C:p f1gnifhes my Blood ; and 
this which you ſee me now do, do 
ye hereatter for . a demorial of me : 
But ſurely:1t would never haveenter'd 
into any man's mind,to havethought 
that our Saviour did literally hold 
Iumſelf in his hand, and give away 
himſelf from himſelf with his own 
hands, | 

Or whether we compare theſe words 
ot our Saviour with the ancient Form of 
the paſſover uſed by theFewsfromEzra's 
time, as (#) Juſtin Martyr tells us, 
Tir 7d Ty a 0 wT;p Hewy nail 1 agree puyy 
14%, this paſſover is our Savionr and 
our refuge : not that they believed 
the Paichal Lamb to be ſubſtantially 
changed, either into God their Saviour 
who delivered them out of the Land 
OL 


againſt Tranſubſtantiation, 


d 

1 of Egypr, or into the eſſias the 
Saviour whom they expected, and 

0 | who was fignified by it : But this 

: | Lamb which they didcatdid repreſent 

J to them and put them in mind of 
that Salvation which God wrought for 


© their Fathers in Eeypt, when by the 
wn ſlaying of a Lamb and ſprinkling the 
= bloud of it upon their doors, their 


firtt-born were paſſed over and fared; 
= © and did likewiſe foreſhew the Salva- 
7 tion of the /eſſtas, the Lamb of God 

that was to take away the Sins ofthe 


i 071d. 

4 And noting 1s more comngon 1n 
wo all Languages, than to give the name 
F of the thing ſignified to the Sign. 


As the deliveryot a Deed or Wriung 
Y & under hand and Seal is call'd a con- 


1 FF veyance or making over of ſuch an 

1-| Eſtate, and it 1s really fo; not the 

Y: delivery of mere wax and parchment, 

2 but the conveyance of a real Eſtate; 

© as truly and really to all cftets and 

” & purpoſesof Law, as if the very ma- 

7 terial Houſes and Lands themielves 

1 8 <vld be and were actually deliver- 
edinto my hands : In like manner, +, 

4 the names of the things themſelves -: 

4 © made over to usin the new Cove-.- 

I vant of the Goſpel between. God and 


man, are gtven to the Signs or _ 
© 
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of that Covenant. By Zaviſe Chri- 
ſtians are ſaid to be made partakeys 
of the Holy Ghoſt. Heb. 6. 4. And 
y the Sacramentof theLord's Supper, 
we are faid to communicate, or to be 
made partakers of the Body of Chriſt 
which was broken, and of his Blood 
which was ſhed for us, thatis, of the 
real Renefits of his death and paſſ1- 
ON. d thus St. Paxl ſpeaks of this 
Sacrament, 1. Cor. 10. 16, The Cup 
of bleſſing which we bleſs, is it not the 
Communion of the blood of Chriſt? the 
bread which we break, 1s it not the 
Communion of the body of Chriſt > But 
ſtill it is Bread, _ he ſtill calls ib 
ſo, v. 17. For we being many are 
one bread and one body; for we are 
partakers of that one bread. "The 
Church of Rome, might, 1f they 
pleaſed, as well argue from hence, 
that all Chriſtians are ſubſtantially 
changed firit into Bread, and then 
into the natural Body of Chriſt by their 
participation of the Sacrament, be- 
cauſe they are ſaid thereby to. be 
one breadand one body, And thefame 
| Apoſtle in the next Chapter, after | 
\orh fie had ſpoken of the Conſecration of 
>, os "the Elements, ſtill calls them the 
SIP bread and the Cp, 1n three verſes to- 
gether, As often as Je eat this rod 
. an 


ms wh (Þ w. an | 


Aa 
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againſt T ranſubſtantiation.; 
ind drink this Cup, v. 26. Whoſoever 
ball eat this bread and drink this 
» of the Lord nnworthily, v. 27. But 
ft aman examine himſelf, Pay ſo let 
1m eat of this bread and drink of 
at cup, V. 28. And our Saviour him- 
If, when he had faid, this is my 
lood of the new Teſtament,immediately 


13 


dds, * but Ifay anto you, I will not *Matth, 26: 


penceforth drink of this fruit of theVine, 
util I drink it new with you in my 
Fathers Kingdom, that is, not till 
ter his reſurreftion, which was the 
| ſtep of his exaltation into- the 
ingdom given him by his Father, 
hen the Scripture tells us he did 
zat and drink with his Diſciples. 
But that which I obſerve from our 
Saviour s words is, that after the 
onſecration,of the Cp and the deliver- 
_—_ it tohisDiſciples to drinkofit, he 
ells them that hewould thenceforth 
rink no more of the fruit of the 
ine, Which he had now drank with 
hem, till after his Rſeurrection. 
rom whence it is plain, that it was 
he fruit of the Vine, real wine, which 
pur Saviour drank of and communi- 


* ated to his Diſciples in the Sacra- 


ent. 
Beſides, if we conſider that he ce- 
levrated this Sacrament before his 
Paſſion, 


T4 
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Paſſion, it is impoſſible theſe words gy 
ſhould beunderitood literally of thef] nc 
natural body and biood of Chriſt ;m 
becauſe it was his body broken andflthi 
his blood ſhed which he gave to hishir 
Diſciples, which if we underſtandftg 
literally of his natural body brokenfſhe 
and his bloud ſhed, then theſe wordsdy 
this is* my Body which is broken, 
and this is my Blood which 1s ſhed fleyi 
could not be true, becauſe his Bodyſſcor 
was then whole and unbroken, andfs tc 
his Bloud not then ſhed; nor couldfvio 
it be a propitiatory Sacrifice (as theyB/o 
affirm this Sacrament to be) unleih, 
they will fay that propitiation was madghrer 
before Chrift ſuffer'd : And it ſity 
likewiſe impoſſible that the Diſciplero, 
ſhould underſtand theſe wordsliterally 2 
becauſe they not ' only plainly ſawKed 
that what he gave them was Brea! 
and ine, but they faw likewiſe af 
plainly that it was not his Body whicFhat 
was given, but his Body which gavfind 
that which was given; not his Bod 
broken and his Blood ſhed, becaule the 
{aw him alive at that very time, anGhret 
beheld his Body whole and unpierc'dſtim 
and therefore they could not undefhat 
{tand theſe words literally : It they didhhe ; 
can we imaginethat the Diſciples, whſhew 
upon all other occafions were 1o tull qng | 
oþ queſto 


( 


againſt T ranſubſtantiation: 
rds}] queſtions and objections, ſhould make 
theflno difficulty of this matter 2 nor ſo 
 ;Emuch as ask our Saviour, how cantheſe 
andfthings be ? that they ſhould not tell 
hishim; we ſee this to be Bread and that 
andfto be Wine, and we ſee thy Body to 
kenfbe diſtinct from both; we ſee thy Bo- 
YAffdy not broken, and thy Bloodnot ſhed. 
zen, From all whichit mult needs bavery 
hed fevident,to any manthat willimpattiglly 
odyfconfider things, how little reaſon there 
andſs to underſtand thoſe words of our Sa- 
ouldfviour, this is my Body and this rs my 
theyBB/ood, in the ſenſe of 7ranſubſtantiati- 
nleiÞ/ ; nay, on the contrary, that there is 
nad: 
EI 
plc 


ity to underſtand them otherwite. I 
proceed to ſhew. 

rally] 2/y. That this DoCtrine isnot groun- 
ſawKed upon the: perpetual belief of the 
Brea Chriſtian Church, which the Church of 
1e More vainly pretends as an evidence, 
whicFhatthe Church did always underſtand 
| gaVknd interpret our Saviour's words in 
BodFhis ſenſe. 

etheY To manifeſt thegroundleſneſs of this 
>, anÞretence,lT ſhall, 1. Shew byplainTe- 
ierc dftimony of the Fathers in ſeveral Ages, 
undeſfhat this Doctrine was not the beitet of 
ey dice ancient Chriſtian Church. 2. I ſhall 


>5,Whihew the time and occaſion of its com- - 


full 


| ng n, and by what degrees it grew 
1elt10! B 


up 


ery greatreaſon and an evident neceſ- 


V 
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up and was eſtabliſh'd in the Roman i # 
Church. 3. I ſhall anſwer their great I © 
pretended Demonſtration, that this al- : 
c 
| 


ways was and muſt have been the con- 
ſtant belief of the Chriſtian Church. 

r. I ſhall ſhew by plain Teſtimonies 
of the Fathers in ſeveral Ages, for a- 
bove five hundred years after Chriſt, WW © 
that ghis Doctrine was not the belief of MW 7 
the ameient ChriſtianCharch. Ideny not MY V 
butthat the Fathers do, and that with Wl 7: 
great reaſon, very much magnify the E 
wonderful myſtery and efficacy of this] t 
Sacrament, and frequently ſpeak of al n 
great Supernatural change madeby thell 


divine benediction ; which we alſorea-W © 

dily acknowledge. They fay indeed, MW » 

that the Elements of Bread and Wine » 

do by the divine blefling become to 7 

us the Body and Blood of Chriſt : Buch n 

they likewiſe ſfay,that the names of the £ 
things lgnified are given to the Signs ;M 15 
+that the Bread and Wine do {till re- i 
main in their proper nature and ſubW t! 
itance, and that they are turn'd into] ec 

the ſubitance of our Bodies ; that the at 

; Body of Chriſt in the Sacrament isfl B 
4 not his natural Body, butthe fign and B 
2” © figure of it; not that Body which wad cc 
Crucihed, nor that Blood which wal W 


ſhed upon the Croſs; and that it isim 
pious to underſtand the eating of the 
{eb of the fav of mies, and cried hi 

00 


, 


againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 


blood literally :_ all which are dire&ly 
oppoſit to the DoGtrine of 77an/ubſtan- 
tiation and utterly inconhiſtent with it. 
I will ſelect bur fome few Teſtimonies 
of many which I might bring to this 
purpoſe. 

I begin with 7/tiz Martyr, who ſays 
exprelly, that, * ozr Blood and Fleſh are 
nouriſhed by the Converſion of that food 
which we receive in the Excharyt: But 
that cannot be the natural Body» and 
Blood of Chriſt, for no man will fay, 
that that is converted into the nouriſh- 
ment of our Bodies. 

The Second 1s * Trenens, who ſpeaking 
of this Sacrament, ſays, that the bread 
which us from the earth receiving the di- 
wine invocation is now no longer com- 
mon Bread, but the Euchariſt (or Sacra- 
ment) con/5/tzz;g of two things, the one 
earthly, the other heavenly. He ſays,it 
is no longer common bread, but af 


invocation or conſecration it becogmgs: 


i 
. oy - . 
— F 


the Sacrament, that is, Bread fa : 
ed, conſiſting of two things, an earthly; 
and a heavenly ; the earthly thing: 18: 
Bread, and the heavenly is the Divine 
Blefling, which by the invocation or 


, F 
ou 4 


* 4pol. 2. þ. 98, 
Edit. Paris. 
1636, 


* Lib, 4.c. 34 


conſecration is added toit. And * elſe- *IgÞ. 5c, 2 


where he hath this paſſge, whey there- 
fore the Cup that is mix'd (that is, of 
Wine and Water) and the Bread that zx 
B 2 broken 


xF 


* Comment, in 
1 Pet.c, 3, 


im \) 
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broken receives the word of God, it be- 
comes the Euchariſt of the Blood and Bo- 
dy of Chriſt, of which the ſubſtance of our 


fleſh Is increaſed and conſiſt's : but if that 


which we receive in the Sacrament do 
nouriſh our Bodies, it muſt be Bread 
and wine, and not the natural Body 
and Blood of Chritt. There 1s another 
remarkadleTeſtimony of renens, which 
though it be not now extant in thoſe 
works of his which remain, yet hath 
been preſerv'd by * Oecamenirnes, and it 
is this; when (ſays he) the Greeks had 
taken ſome Servants of the Chrifian 
Catechument (that is, {ſuch as had not 
been admitted to the Sacrament) and 
afterwards urged them by violence to tell 
them ſome of the ſecrets cf the ChriSt- 
ans, theſe Servants having nothing to 
ſay that might gratify thoſe who offered 
violence to them, except only that they 
had heard from their Maſters, that the 
divine Communion was the Blood and 
Body of Christ, they thinking that it was 
zeallyBlood and Fleſh,declar'd as much to 
thoſe that queſtioned them.TheGreekstak- 
ing this as if it were really done by theChri 
[trans,diſcoveredit to others of the Greeks; 
who herenpon put Sanctus andBlandina to 
the torture to make them confeſs it. To 
whom Blandina bold!y anſwered, How 
would they endure to do this, who by way 


of 


againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 
of exerciſe (or abſtinence) do »ot eat 


0 Wl hat fleſh which may lawfully be eaten ? 
© By which it appears that this which 
"a they would have charg'd upon Chri#t- 
4 ans, as it they had literally eaten the 
C Fleſh and Blood of Chritt in the Sacra- 
ly ment, was a falſe accuſation which 
theſe Martyrs denied, faying,they were 
h BE fofar from that, thatthey tor tHfeir part 
ie | did noteat any Fleſh at all. *' 
th The nextis Tertallian, who proves a- 
Tt Fl gainſt Aarcion the Heretick, that the 
id Body of our Saviour was not a mere 
7: FF phantaſm and appearance, but a real 
ot WF Body, becauſetheSacrament isa figure 
"d i and image of his Body; and if there be 
ll an image of his Body, he muit have a 
'!- MN real Body, otherwiſe the Sacrament 
'0 F- would be an image of an image. His 
ed | wordsare theſe, * the Bread which our 
') 8 Saviour took and diſtributed to his Diſ- 
he ciples, he made his own Body, ſaying,thes 
-d | ;; my Body, thats, the image or figure 
45 i of my Body. But it could not have been 
70 Il thefigure of hisBody,if there had notbeen 
X il 4 ?rme and real Body. And arguing a- 
71 | gainit the Sepricks who demied the 
& certainty of ſence he uſeth this Argu- 
'0 i ment: Thatif we queſtion our ſenles, 
To we may doubt whetherour Bletled Savi- 
mw our were not deceivedin what heheard, 
4). | and faw, and touched. * Fe might 
of B 3 ( Sys 


* Adve rſ. 


Marcionem. 


[. 4. Þ. 571. 
Edit. Rigalr, 
Paris. 1634. 


* Lib. de 4ni- 
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(fays he) be deceived in the voice from 
heaven, inthe ſmell of the ointment with 
which he was anointed again$t his burial, 
andin the tate of the Wine which he con- 
ſecrated in remembrance of his Blood. 
So thatit ſeems weare totruſt our ſen- 
ſes, even in thematter of the Sacrament ; 
and if that be true, the Doctrine of 
TranſubHantiationis certainly falle. 
Or4g*n in his* Comment on /atth. 
15, ſpeaking of the Sacrament hath this 
paſſage, That food which is ſandlified by 
the word of God andprayer, as to that of 
it whichis material, goeth into the belly 
and is ca$t ogt. into the draught, which 
none ſurely will fay ot the Body of 
Chriſt. And afterwards, he adds, by 
way of Explication, 7t zs not the matter 
of the Bread,but theWord which is ſpoken 
over it, which profiteth him that worthily 
eateth the Lord;and this (he ſays) hehad 
ſpoken concerning the Typical andSzmbol: - 
cal body.So that the matter of Bread re- 
maineth in the Sacrament, and this Or:- 
geacallsthe Typical and SymbolicalBody 
of Chriit; and itis notthenatural Body 
of Chriſt which is there eaten, for the 
tood eaten in the Sacrament, asto that 
of it which is material, goeth into the 
Belly and is caſt out intothe draught. 
This teſtimony is ſo very plain in the 
Caule, that Sextus Senenſrs fuſpects this 
place 


v_ 
IKE 


OO => > A 


” C- 


againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 
place of Origen was depraved by the 


”© » . . 

h Hereticks. Cardinal Perronis content - 

/. | <d toallow ittobeOrizey's, but rejects 
b 


his teſtimony, becauſe he was accuſed of 
] Herefie by ſome of the Fathers, and 
" 8 fays, he talks like a Heretick in this 
place. *'So that with much ado this Te- 
\f Il {timony 1s yielded to us. The fame 

S Father in his * Homiles upon Aeviti- 


,, 8 <4,1peaks thus, Therezs alſo inthe New 
is Ml Zeitament aletter which kills him, who 
;y doth not Spiritually under$tand thoſe 
of I 741ngs which are ſaid; for if we take ac- 
ly cording tothe letterthat which is ſaid, EX- 
7 I CEPT YE EAT MY FLESH AND 
)f DRINK 1T BLOOD, this Letter hills. 
y Andthisalfo jsa killingTeſ(timony, &not 
-» | to beanſwered butin Cardinal Perroy's 
i way, by ſaying, he talks like a Heritich. 
ly St. Cyprian hath a whole Epiſtle * to 
1 | Cecilins, againit thoſe who gave the 


'* Communion in Water only, without 
Wine mingled with it ; and his main 


- Argument againſt them, is this, thatzhe 
y Blood of Christ with which we are re- 
ly deemed and quickned cannot ſeem to be 
_- in the Cup,when there.is no Wine iz the 
at Cup,bywhich the Blood of Christ is repre- 
\e Ml [ered : and afterwards, he ſays, that 
t. contrary to the Evangelical and ApoSto- 
bl lical Doftrine, Water was in ſome places 
is | efter'd (or given) in the Lord's Cup, 
: B 4 Which 


* Chap. 10. 


* Ep. 63, 


13 
ka 


* Aug.Tom.6. 
p. 157. Edt. 
Baſil. 1569. 


* Enarrat in 


Pfal. Tom. 8, 
Þ. 16. 
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which (ſays he) alone cannot expreſs 
Cor repreſent) the Blood of Chriſt. And 
laitiy, he tells vs, thatby Water, the 
people isunderſtood, by Winethe Blood 
of Chrit is ſhewn (orrepreſented) bat 
when in the Cup Water is mingled with 
Wine, the people is united to Chriſt. $0 
that according to this Argument, Wine 


in tha Sacramenta! Cp is no otherwiſe | 
chang*d into the Blod of Christ thanthe | 
Water mixed with it is changed into the | 


people, which are ſaidtobeanited toChriſt. 

I omit many others, and pals to St. 
Avrſtia in the fourth Age after Chriſt, 
AndI the rather infiſt upon his Teſti- 
mony, becauſe of his eminent eſteem 
and authority in the Latiz Church; 


and he alſo calls the Elements of the Þ 
Sacrament,rhe figure andSign of Coril's : 


body and blood. In his Book againit A- 
dimantus the Manichee we have this 
expreſlion, * Onr Lord did not doubt to 
ſay, this is my Body, when he gave the 
Sen of his Body : And in his explica- 
tion of the third P/a/m , ſpeaking of 
Tadas whom our Lord admitted to his 
laſt Supper, iz which (lays he) * he 
commended and delivered to his Diſci- 
ples the figure of his Body ; Language 
which would now be centur'd for He- 
reſte in the Church of Rome. Indeed, 
he was never acczs'dof Hereſie, as Car- 


dinal Perron lays Origen was , but he. 


talks 


WT ' 


Z 


azainſt 'Tranſubſtantiation; 


/5 Ml talks as like oneas Origenhimfelf, And 
id MW in his Comment on the 98 Pſalm ſpeak- 
ie ſl ing of the offence which the Diſciples 
4 MF took at = S9) our Saviour, _ 
ut WM cept ye eat thefleſh of the Son of Manan 

th WB drink his Wag &c. he = i in our 
0 WM Saviour ſpeaking thus to them , * ye 
ne MM muſt underſtand Spiritnally what I have 
ſe MW ſaid antoor ;, ye are not to eat this Bo- 
he WM dy which ye ſee, and todrink that Blood 
1e i which ſhall be ſhed by os that ſhall 
/t. 8 Craucify me. IThave commended a cer- 
t. WM tain Sacrament to you, which being Spi- 
t. i 7:itnally rnderſtood will give ou bfe. 
1- & What more oppoſite to the Doctrine 
m 8 of Tranſaubtantiation, than that the 
h: RM Diſciples were not to eat that Body of 
1e | Chritt which they faw, nor to drink 


« ff that Blood which was ſhed upon the 


Croſs, but that all this was to be un- 
is M8 deritood ſpiritually and according to 
to | the nature of a Sacrament 2 For that 
be Bod), he tells us,is not here butin Hea- 
a- | ven,in his Comment upon theſe words, 
of M- me ye have not always. * He ſpeaks 
is Ml (fays he) of the preſence of his Body; ye 
76 WM ſpall have me according to my provi- 
i- BW dence,according to Majeſty and inviſible 
;e i grace ; but according to the fleſh which 
e- WM the Word | ang according to that 
c which was born of the Virgin Mary, ye 
F ſhall not have me : therefore, becanſe he 
e c0n- 


5 


* [4. Toms. 9, 
þ. 1105. 


* [d. Tra#, 
50.in Johan, 


24 


* [d. Tim. 2, 
þ- 93+ 


* De Conſecr. 


Py: 2. Hoc eſt, 
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converſed with his Diſciple fortydays, he 


1s aſcended up intoHeaven andis not here, 

In his 23d. Epiſtle; * if the Sacra- 
ments (ſayshe) had not ſome reſemblance 
cf thoſe things whereof they are Sacra- 
ments, they would not be Sacraments 
at all ; but from this reſemblance, 
they take for the moſt part the names of 
the things which they repreſent. Therefore 
as the Sacrament of + Body of Christ 
15 if ſome manner or ſenſe Christ's Body, 
and the Sacrament of his Blood us the 
Blood of Chrift ; $o the Sacrament 
of faith ( meaning Baptiſm ) 5 faith, 
Upon which words of St. Az5tiz, there 
is this remarkable Gloſs in their own 
Canon Law ; * The HeavenlySacrament 
which truly repreſents the Fleſh of ChriSt 
1s called the Body of Chrift; but impro- 
perly : whence it ts ſaid, . that after a 
manner, but not according to the truth 
of the thine but the myſtery of the thing 
ſrenifyed ; So that the meaning ts, it 15 
called the Body of Chris, that is, it ſig- 
nifies the Body of Chri&t: And if this be 
St. AuStin 5 meaning, I am ſureno Pro- 
teſtaut can ſpeak more plainly againſt 
Tranſubſtantiation. And intheancient 


Czzca of the Maſs, before it was, 


chang'd in complyance with this new 
Loctrine, 1t is expreſly call'd a Sacra- 
ment, a Sign, an Image, and a Figure 


of Chrift's Body, To which I will add 


the | 


againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 


that remarkable paſſge of St. AnStin 
'e. Ecited by * Gratian, that as we receive - conſecrat. 
a- Wrhe imilitude of his death in Baptiſm, 7M 2. Oeck, 
ce Be we may allo receive the likeneſs of his © 
4- MFleſp and Blood; that ſo neither may 
truth be wanting in the Sacrament, nor 
© M-Paganrhave occaſion tomake usridiculous 
of W/or drinking theBlood of one thatwasſlain. 
I will mention but one Teſtimony 
more of this Father, but ſo clear*'a one 
» Mas itisimpollible any man in his wits that 


2c i had believed Trainſnub$tantiation could 


L have utter'd: Itis in his Treatiſe * De * Lib. 3. Tom, 
_ Doftrina Chriftiana ; where laying 3. þ. 53] 


down ſeveral Rules for the right un- 
derſtanding of Scripture, he gives this 
2 & for one. It (ſays he) the ſpeech be a 


'E precept forbidding ſome heinous wicked- 
'” WW neſs or crime, or commanding 71s 10 do 
f# Wl good, it is not fignrative; but if it ſcem 


to command any heinons wickedneſs or 
S WW crime, orto forbid that which ts profita- 
ble and beneficial toothers, it ts figura- 
” I tive. For Example, Excebt ye eat the 
C Fleſh of the Son of man and drink his 
Blood, ye have nolife in you: This ſeems 
to command a heinous wickedneſs and 
irime, therefore it ts a fignre © com- 
manuding us to Communicate of the Paſ- 
fron of our Lord, and with delight and 
advantage to lay up in our memory that 
his Fleſh was Crucifyed and Wearded for 
#. $0 that, according to St, Holibs 


” 


; 6 


* Gen, 49. 11. 


* Dialog. 1, 


Fel 
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beſt skill in interpreting Scripture, the 
{iteraleating of the Fleſhot Chritt and 
drinking his Blood would have 
been a great impiety; and therefore the 
Expretlion is to be underſtood figara- 
tively; not as Cardinal Perron would 
have it, only in oppoſition to theeat- 
ing of his Fleſh and Blood, in the groſs 
appeazance of fleſhand Blood, buttg the 
real eating of his natural Body and 
BloG6d, under any appearance whatſoe- 
ver: For St. Axitin doth not ſay, this 
1s a Figurative Speech wherein we are 
commanded really to feed upon the na+ 
tural Body and Blood of Chriſt,under 
the /pecies ofBread and Wine, as theCar- 
d:nal would underſtand him; for then 
the ſpeech would be literal and not f1- 
gurative : But,he ſays, this is a figura- 
tive ſpeech, wherein we are command- 
ed Spiritually to feed uponthe remem- 
brance of his Paſſion. 
To theſe Iwill add butthreeor fourTeſti- 
monies more in the two followingAges. 
The firſt ſhall be of Theodorer, who 
ſpeaking of that * Prophecy of Jacob 
concerning our Saviour, he waſhed his 
Garments in Wine, andhis Clothes inthe 
Blood of Grapes, hath theſe words * As 
we call the myſtical fruit of the Vine(that 
is, the Wine in the Sacrament) after 
canſecration the Blood of the Lord, /0 he 


CNEN 


againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 
(viz. Jacob) calls the Blood of the true 
Vine (viz. of Chriſt) the Blood of the 
Grape: but the Blood of Chriſt is not 
literally and properly, but only Figura- 
tively the Blood of the Grape, in the 
ſame ſenſe as he 1s faid to be the true 
Vine; and therefore the Wine in the 
Sacrament after Conſecration isin like 
mannernot Litterally and Properly, but 
Figuratively the Blood of Chriſt. And 
he explains this afterwards, ſaying, that 
our Saviour changed the names, andgave 
to his Body the name of the Symbol or 
$gn,and to the Symbol or Sign the name of 
his Body ; thus when he had call'd himclf 
the Vine, he call d the Symbol or Sign his 
Blood; 10 that inthe ſfameſente that he 
call'd himſelf the Vine, he call'd the 


E Wine, which isthe Symbol of his Blood, 


his Blood: For, ſays he, he would have 
thoſe who partake cf the divine myſteries, 
not to attend to the nature cf the things 
which are ſeen, but bythe change of names 
to believe the change which 1 made by 
grace; for he whocalPd that which by na- 
ture is a Body,Wheat and Bread, and 4- 
gain, likewiſe calPd himſelf the Vine, he 
honour d the Symbols with the name of hs 
Body and Blood : not changing nature,but 
adding grace to nature. Where you lee, 
he fays exprelly, that when he call'd 


the Hmbols or Elements of the Sacra- 
ment, 


& . 
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ment, viz. Bread and Wine, his Bod) 
and Blood, he made no change 1n the of 
natureof the things, only added graceſſl ſer 
to nature, that is, by the Divine grace ne 
and bleſſing, he raiſed them to a Spiritu-ſ] g1 
al and Supernatural virtue and efficacy, ſ tu 
The Second is of the ſame Theodore! 

in his ſecond Dialogue between a Ca-}Mſ G 
tholick, under thename of Orthodox, i ag 
and inHeretich,under the name of Era- h: 
nijfes ; who maintaining that the Hu-I r4 
manity of Chriſt was chang'd into the v: 
ſubſtance of the Divinity (which was p- 
| the Herefie of Emtyches) he illuſtrates ce 
the matter by this Simulitude; As, fays | B 
he, the Symbols of the Lord"s Body and a: 
Blood are one thing before the invocati-M B 
01: of the Prie$t, but after the invocati- | 1 
on are changed and become ancther thing; n 
ſothe Body of our Lord after his aſceaſi- tl 
on 25 chanzed into the divine ſubſtance. 
Burt what ſays the Catholick Orthodox-Þ a 
2 to this? why, he talks juſt like one h 
of Cardinal Per;ox's Hereticks, Thou tl 
art, lays he, caught inthy ownnet : be- tl 
cauſe the myſtical Symbols after conſecra- | u 
tion do not paſs out of their own nature; t 
for they remain in their former ſub- © 
Stance, figure and appearance, and may 7 
be ſeen and handled even as before. He 

does not only deny the outward figure © © 
and appearance of the Symbuls ro be 
chang d 


"" þ 


\ "againſt Tranſubſtantiation, 


chang'd, but the nature and ſubſtance 
of them,even inthe proper and ſtricteſt 
ſenſeof the word ſubſtance; and it was 
neceſlary ſo to do, otherwiſe he had not 
given a pertinent anſwer to the {1mili- 
tude urg'd againſt him. 

Thenext 1s one of their own Popes, 
Gelaſius, who brings the ſame Inſtance 


againſt the Emntychians * ſurely, fays * Biblioth. 
he, the Sacraments which we rective of Patr, Tom. 4. 


the Body and Blood of our Lord are q di- 
vine thing, ſo that by them we are made 
partakers of a divine nature, and yet it 
ceaſeth not to be the ſubſtance or nature of 
Bread and Wine; and certainlythe image 
and reſemblance of Christ's Body and 
Blood, are celebrated in the atton of the 
mylteries, that is, in the Sacrament. To 
make this Inſtance of any force againſt 
the Extychians, who held;that the Bo- 
dy of Chriſt 'upon his aſgenhon ceas'd, 
and was chang'd intothe fubſtance of 
his Divinity, 1t was neceſlary to deny, 
that there was any ſubſtantial change in 
the Sacrament of the Bread and Wine 
into the Body and Blood of Chit. So 
that hereis aninfallible Authority, one 
of their own Popes expreſly againſt 
Tranſubſtantiation. ; 
The laſt Teſtimony I ſhall produce,1s 
of Facundus an African Biſhop, who 
lived in the 6h, Century. Upon oc- 


cahion 


Fa 
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; cafion of juſtifying an expreſſion of one 
who had ſaid, that Chri## alſs received 

the adoption of Sons, re reaſons thus. 

bs, © Christ vouchſafed to Receive the Sa 
. 144. dis, Crament of adoption,both when he wasCir- 
Paris, 1676 Cc#mciſed and Baptiſed : And the Sacra- 
ment of Adoption may be called Adopti-| 
0, as the Sacrament of his Body and, 

Blood ,which isin theconſecrated Bread 

and CG , 2s by us called his Body and 

Blood : not that the Bread, lays he, is 

properly his Body and the Cup his Blood, 

but becauſe they contain inthem the my- 

ſteries of his Body and Blood ; hence al- 

ſo our Lord himſelf called the bleſſed 
Y Bread and Cup which hegave tohis Diſ- w] 
bs. * ciples his Body aud Blood. Can any of 
| man after this believe, thatit was then, Ill © 
and had ever been the Univerſal, and I £* 
received Do&trine of the Chriſtian Ii ** 
Church, that* the Bread and Wine in Il 4 
the Sacrament are ſubſtantially chang- I © 
ed into the properand natural Body and Ib 1a 
Blood of Chritt 2 ju 
By theſe plain Teſtimonies which I | & 
have produced;z- and I might have I *+ 
brought a great many more to the ſame || 
purpoſe, it is I think evident beyond I Þ 
all denial, that 7ranſabtantiaticn hath Þ F 
[6 
h 
( 


not been the perpetual belief of the Chri- 
ftian Church, And this likewiſe is ac- 
knowledged by many greatand learned 
45 WS” men 
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men of. the Roman Church. (a) Scotus (3) In Sent. 
acknowledgeth, that this Doftrine was {4 Piſe+ 17+ 
not always thought neceſſiry co be be» 
lieved, bur that theneceſſiry of believing 
it, was conſequent to that Declaration of 
the Church made in the Council of La- 
teran under Pope Innocent the III. And 
(bd) Darands treely diſcovers his incli- (b) In Sent. 
nation to have believed the contrary, if 1:4. diſt. 11. 
the Charch had nat bythat determiaation 4: 1-7 15- 
obliged men to believe it, (c) Tonſtal W a" a_ wh 
Biſhop of Darham alto yields, that be- © F149) 
fore the Lateran Gounc l,men were at li- 
berty as tothe manner of Chris preſence 
in the Sacrament. And (d) Eraſmrns, (d) In 1. E- 
wholived and died in the communion f#f ad Co- 
of the Roman Church, and then whom Tinth. c. 7: 
no man was b<trer read in the ancient gen 
Fathers, doth confeſs, that it. was late — way © 
before the Church defined Trauſubſtanti- 76, p. _ 


ation,anknownto the Ancients both name 


and thing. And (e) Alphonſius a Caſtro, (e) De Heref, 


lays plainly, that concerning the Trans 1.8, 
ſubſtantiation of rhe Bread inio the Body 
of Chrift, there is ſeldom any meation in 
the ancient Writers, And who can 1- 
magine that theſe learned men would 
have granted the ancient Church and 
Fathers to have been ſo much Strangers 
to this Doctrine, had they thought it to 
have been the perpetual beliet of the 


- Church 2 I ſhall now in the 
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Second place, give an account of the 
particular time and occaſion of the com- 
ing in of this Doftrine, and by what 
ſteps and degrees it grew up and wasad- 
vanced into an Article of Faith in the 
Romiſh Church. The Doctrine of the 
corporal preſence of Christ was hirlt ſtar- 
ted upon occaſion of the Diſpute about 
the p. or ſhip of Images, in' oppoſition 
whgreto the Hnod of Conſtantinople a- 
bout the year DCCL did Argue thus, 
That our Lord having lett us no other 
image of himſelf but the Sacrament, in 
Which the tubſtance of Bread is the 1- 
mage of his Body, we ought to make 
no other Image of our Lord. In anſwer 
to this Argument, the ſecond Connci! of 
Nice in the year DCCLXXXVII did 
declare, that the Sacramentafter Con- 
{ecration 2s notthe image and antitype of 
Chriſt's Body and Blood, but 1s pro- 
perlyhis Body and Blood. So that the 
corporal Body of ChriSt inthe Sacrament 
was hit brought iz,to ſupport the ſtupid 
worſhip of Images : Andindeed 1tcould 
never have come 1n upon a more Ppro- 
per occaſion, nor have been applied to 
a fitter purpoſe, 

And here I cannot - but take notice 
how well this agrees with * Beflarmi's 
Obſervation, that zone of the Ancients 
who wrought of Hereſies, hath put. this 
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errour (viz. of denying Tranſabſtantia- 
tion) in his Catalogue; nor did any of the 
Ancients diſpute againſt this errozir for 
the firſt 600 years, Which is very tiue, 
becauſe there could be nooccahon then 
to diſpute againi{t thoſe who denied 
Trarſubſtantiation;lmce,asl have ſhewr.s 
this Doctrine Was not in being, unlet; 
amongit' the Extychizy Hereticks, tor 
the hrit 600 years and more, buk* Bel- 
larmine goes On and tells us, that the 
firſt who call din queſtion the truth of the 
Body of the Lord ia the Excharist, were 
the ICONOMACHTI (the oppoters of 
Images) afrer the year DCC 72 the 
Conncil of Conſtantinople; for theſe ſaid, 
there was one Image of Christ inſtitzted 
by Christ himſclf, viz, the Bread and 
Wine in the Eucharis#t, which repreſents 
the Body and Blood of Christ © Waere- 
fore from that time the Greek Writers 
often admoniſh us, that the Euchariit is 
not the Figare or Image of the Body of the 
Lord, but histrue Body, as appears from 
the VII. Synod ; which agrees moit ex- 
attly with the account whichT have gi- 
ven of the firſt riſe of this Doctrine, 
which began with the corporal preſence 
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of Carist in the Sacrament, and after- 


wards p:oceeded to Tranſubſtantiation. 


And,as this was the firſt occaſion of . 


introducing this Doirize among the 
C 2 


Greeks, 
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Greeks, fo in the Latia or Roman 
Church Paſchaſins Radvertns, firſt a 
Monk, and afterwards A#bat of Corbay, 
was the firſt broacher of 1tin the year 

DCCCXVIIL. 
And tor this, beſides the Evidence of 
Hiſtory, we have the acknowledgment 
of two very Eminent Perſons 1n the 
Church of Rome, Bellarmine and S:r- 
mondys:; who doin effect confeſs that 
this Paſchaſins was the firit who wrote 
to purpoſe unon this Argument. * Bel- 
larmine in theſe words, This Author 
was the firſt whohath ſeriouſly and copi- 
ouſly written concerning the trath of 
Christ's Body and Blood in the Enucha- 
ri : And * $rmondrs in theſe, he [0 
firſt explained the genuine ſenſe of the Ca- 
tholick Church, that he opened the wayto 
the reſt who afterwards in great numbers 
wrote upon the ſame Argument : But 
though $:7mondzs is pleated to fay,that 
he only firſt explain'd the ſenſe of the 
Catholick Church in this Point, yet it 
15 very plain from the Records of that 
Age which are left to us, that this was 
the tirit time that this DoCtrine was 
broached in the Zatiz Church; and ir 
met with great oppoſition in that Age, 
as I ſhall have occaftion hereafter to 
ſhew, For Rabarrus Maurns Arcii-Bi- 
{hop of MAentz, about the year 
DG 
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DCCCXLVII reciting the very words 
of Paſchaſius wherein he had deliver'd 
this Doctrine, hath this remarkable 
paſſage concerning the novelty of it; 
* Some, ſays he,of late not having a right 
opinion concerning the Sacrament of the 
Body and Blood of our Lord, have ſaid, 
that this is the Body and Blood of our 
Lord which was born of the Virtin Ma- 
ry, and in which our Lord ſuffered up- 


on the Croſs and roſe*fromthe dead:which 


erroxr, fays he, wehave oppos dwith all 
our might, From whence itis plain, by 
the Teſtimony of one of the greateſt 
and moſtlearned Biſhops of that Age, 
and of eminent reputation for Piety, 
that what is now the very Doctrine of 
the Church of Rowe concerning the 
Sacrament, was then eſteem'd an Er- 
rour broach'd by ſome. particular Per- 
ons, but was far from being the gene- 
rally receiv'd Doctrime of that Age. 
Can any one think it poſſible, that fo 
eminent a Perſon inthe Chu: ch both for 
piety and learning, cauld have con- 
demn'd this Doctrine as an Errour and 
a Novelty, hadit been the general Do- 
Ctrine of the Chriſtian Church, not on- 
ly in that, but in all former Ages; and 
no cenſure paſs'd upon him tor that 
which is now the great burning Arti- 
cleinthe Church of Rome, and eſteem- 

C 3 ed 
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ed by them one of the greateſt and moſt 


pernicious Hereſies ? 

Afterwards in the year MLIS, when 
Berengarius m France and Germany,had 
rais d a freſh oppoſition againit this 
Doctrine, he was compell'd to recant 
it by Pope MNch:lass and the Conn- 
cil at Rome, in theſe words, * that the 
Bread and Wine which are ſet apon the 
Altar, after the confecration, are not only 
the Sacrament, but the true Body and 
Blood of our Lord Feſus Crit; and are 


ſenſib'y, not only in the Sacrament ,but in 


truth, handled and broken by theha;ids of 
the Prieft, aud gronnd or bruiſed by the 
teeth of the faithful. But it ſeerasthe 
Pope and his Coxncil were notthenskil- 
tul encugh to expreſs themielvesright- 
ly in rÞ1s matter ; for the Gloſs upon 
the Cazon Law lays exprelly, * that wn- 
leſs we underſtand theſe words of BE- 
RENGARTUS,; (thatisin truth of the 
Pepe and his Council) in a ſound ſenſe, 
we ſhall fall into a greater Hereſie than 
that of BERENG ARIUS,; for we do 
not make parts of the Body of Christ. 
The meaning of which Gloſs I cannot 
1mnagine, unlefs it be this, that the Bo- 
dy of Chris, tl ough it be in truth $r0- 
ken, yet 1t 1s not broken into parts (for 
we do not make parts of the Body of 
Chriſt, ) butinto wholes: Now this new 

| way 
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way of breaking a Body, not into parts 
but into wholes (which in good earneſt 
is the Doctrine of the Church of Rome) 
though to them that are able to believe 
Tranſabſtantiation,it may for any thing 
I know appear to be /oand /exſe, yetto 
us that cannot believe ſo, 1t appears to 
be ſolid non-ſenſe. 

About XX years after, in the Year 
MLXXIX Pope Gregory the 7th, began 
to be ſenſible of thisabſurdity;an@bhere- 
toreinanother Coxncilat R me made Be- 
rengarims to recant in another Form,Yv1Z. 
* that theBread and Wine which are vlac- 
edupon the Altar are ſubſtantiallychanged 
into the true and proper and quickaing 
Fleſh and Blood of our Lord Feſiis Chriſt, 


and after conſecration are the irue Body 


of Christ, which was born of the Virgin, - 


and which being offered for the Salvati- 
on of the World did hang up6n the Croſs, 
and ſits on the right hand of the Father. 

So that from the hr{t {tarting of this 
Doctrine in the ſecond Conncil of Nice 
in the year DCCLXXXVII, till the 
Comncil under Pope Gregory the 7th, in 
the year MEXXIX, it was almoſt three 
hundred years that this Doctrine was 
conteſted, and before this mithapen 
Afonſter of Tranſubſtantiation could be 
lick'd into that Form in which it 1s8noWwv 


* WVyaldenſ. 


Tom. 2,c.1 Js 


{etled and eſtabliſh'd in the Church of 


Rome. Here thenis a plain account of 
C 4 the 
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the firit riſe of this Doctrine,and of the 
ſeveral {teps whereby 1t was advanced 
by the Church ot Rome into an Article 
of Faith, 1 come now inthe 

Third place, toanſwer the greatpre- 
tended Demonſtrationof the impoſſibilt- 
ty that this Dottrine, if it had beennew, 
ſhould ever have come in, in any Age ; 
and been received in the Church; and 
conſequently it muſt of neceſſity have been 
the pe*petual belief of the Charch in all 
Azes: For f ithad not always been the 
Doctrine of the Church, whenever it 
haq attzmpred firſt to come 1n ; there 
wouid have been a great itirand buſtle 
about ir, and the whole Chriſtian 
World would have role up in oppoſi- 
tion cO 1t. Bur we can ſhew no ſuch 
time when firit 1: came in, and when 
any {uch oppoiition was made toit, and 
therefore it was always the Doctrine of 
the Caurch. This Demonſtration Mon- 
fieur Arnaxld, a very learned Man in 
France, pretends to be unanſwerable : 


whether it be fo or not, I ſhall briefly ; 


Examine. And 

Firſt, wedo afſien a punctual and 
very likely time ot the ti: (triſe of this 
Noctrine, about the beginning of the 
»inth Age; though it did not take firm 
root, nor was fully ſerrled and eſta- 
bliſh'd till towards the end ot the E- 


leventh. 
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levemh. And this wasthe moſt likely 
time of all other, from the beginning 
of Chriſtianity, for ſo groſs an Errour 
to appear; it being, by the confeſſion 
and conſent of their own Hiſtorians,the 
moſtdark and diſmal timethatever hap- 
pened to the Chriſtian Church, both 
tor /znorance and Superſtition,and Vice. 
It came in together with [dol/atry, and 
was made uſeof to ſupport it :. A fic 
prop, and companion tor it. Antin- 
| deed what fares might not the Enemy 
have ſows in ſo dark and long a Nebr, 
when ſo conſiderable a partoi theChri- 
ſtian World was lul'd aſleep in pro- 
found Ignorance and Supertticion? And 
this agrees very well with the account 
which our Savioxr himſelf gives in the 
Parable of the Tares, of the ſpringing 
up of Errours and Corruptions in the 
Field of the Church. * Whilethe men 
ſlept, the Enemy did his work in the 
Night, fo that when they were awake, 
they wondered how and whence the 
tares came; but being ſure they were 
there, and that they werenot ſown at 
fr{t, theyconcluded theEnemyhaddoneit. 
Sccond!ly, I have ſhewn likewiſe, that 
there was conſiderable oppoſition made to 
this Erroxr at its firſt coming in. The 
general Ignorance and grols Superſtiri- 
on of that Age rendeied the gaeralicy 
0 
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of people more quiet and ſecure, and. 


diſpoſed them to receive any thing that 
came under a pretence of myſtery in 
Reigion, and of greater reverence and 
devotion to the Sacrament, and that 
ſeemed any way to countenance the 
worſhip of Images, tor which at that 
time they were zealouſly concern'd. 
But notwithſtanding the ſecurity and 
paſiive temper of the People, the men 
moſt Eminent for piety and learning 
in that Time, made great reſiſtance a- 
gainſt it. T have already named Raba- 
2us Arch-Biſhop of Jentz, who op- 
pus dit as an Errour lately ſprung up, 
and which had then gained but upon 
ſome tew perſons. To whom I ma 

add Heribaldus Biſhop of Axxerres in 
France. Io Scotus Erigena, and Ra- 
tramnus,commonly known by thename 
of Bertram, whoat the ſametime were 
employed by the Emperor Charles the 
Baldtooppoſe this growing Errcour,and 
w:ote-leainedly againſt it. And theſe 
were the eminent men for learning in 
that time And becauſe Monſieur A-- 
nanld wil not be fſatished unleſs there 
were {ome ſtir and buſtle about it, Ber- 
tram m his Preface to. his Book tells us, 
that they, who according to their ſeve- 
ral opinions talhed differently about the 
pilteryof Ghrist's Body and Blood, were 
divided by no ſmall Schiſm. Third- 


01 

Th 
ſatisf 
Dem 
untic 
theſe 
Doc 


againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 
Thirdly, Though for amoreclearand 
ſatisfactory anſwer .to this pretended 
Demonſtration,l have been con:ented tO 
untie this knot, yetTI could without all 
theſe pains have cutit. For ſuppoſe this 
Doctrine had filencly come in and with- 
out oppoſition, ſo that we cou!d not 
align the particular t:me and occaſion 
of its firſt Riſe; yet if it beevidentfrom 


[the Reco:dSoft tormer Ages, for abpve 


D. years together, thatthis was not the 


ancient behef of the Church; and plain 


alſo, that this Doctrine was afterwards 
received in the Roman Church, though 
wecouid nottell how and whenit came 
in, yet it would be the wilde{tand molt 


extravagant thing in the world to ſet - 


up a pretended Demonſtration of Rea- 
fon againſt plain Experience and mat- 
terof Fact. This 15jult Z-0n's Demon- 
ſtration of the impollwviiity of motion 
againſt Dzogenes walking before his 
Eyes.. For this 1s to unde. take to prove 
thatimpoſſibleto have been, which moſt 
certainly was. Juſt thus, the Sexvarts 
inthe Parable nught have demonit a- 
ted that the rares w-re wheat, becaute 
they were ſure none bucgood ſeed was 
ſown at firſt, and noman coutd give a- 
ny account of the punctual time when 
any tares were ſown, or by whom; ind 
i an Enemy had come todo it, he mulb 
NECUS 
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needs have met with great reſiſtanct perfe 
and oppoſition ; but no fuch refiſtanceſMemo! 
was made, and therefore there gguliſke,Þ 
be notares in the fie/d,. butthat whſprove 

they call'd zares was certainly goodMever | 
wheat. At theſamerate a man mightÞþpf imp 
demonſtrate that owr King, his Majeſhly ſo, 

of great Britain,is notreturn dinto Ex-fſbeen r 
gland, norreſtor'd to his Crown; be-fſn the 
cauſe, there being ſo great and power-Io tou 
fulin Army poſleis'd of his Lands,andW have 
therefore obliged by intereſt to keep Mon: 
him out, it was impoſlible He ſhould e-RTudg; 
ver come in without a great deal offiito en 
fighting and blood-ſhed ; but therefor co 
was no ſuch thing, therefore he is not wood: 
return'd and reſtor'd to his Crown. And of Z 
by the likekind of Demonſtration one Band z 
__ prove, that the Twrk did not in- Epoflil 
vade Chriſtendom laſt year, and befiege he pi 
Vienna; becauſe if he had, the moſt Bart 
Chriſtian King, who had the greateit ſ 7 
Army in Chriftenxdom in a readineſs, Grin 
would certainly have employed it a- ſis, 7 
gainſthim ; but Monheur Armand cer- Þ Chun 
tainly knows, no fuch thing was done : Þſ cles 

And therefore according to his way of |þ gro1 
Demonſtration, the matter of Fatt, 1o Þ lear 
commonly reported and believed, con- | tofc 
cerhing the Turks Invaſion of Chriſtex- | beli 
dom and befreging Vienna lalt year, was mn 
& ec 
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nc perfect miſtake. But a man may 
Demonſtrate till his head and heart 

ake, before he ſhall ever be able to 

wrove that which certainly is, or was, 

!Mever to have been. For of all ſorts 

pf impoſiibles,nothing 1s more evident- 
yſo, than to make that which hath 

een notto have been. All the reaſon 

-Fin the world is too weak to cope with 

ſo tough and obſtinate a difficulty; And 

I have often wonder'd how a man sf. 
Monſieur Arnanld's great wit and ſharp 

Judgment could prevail with himſelf, 

to engage inſobad and baffled a Cauſe; 

reflor could think to defend it with fo 
ot wooden a Dagger as his Demonſtration 
d Nof Reaſoz againſt certain Experience 
ie Yand warter of Fatt : Athing, it it be 

1- Ypoſſible, of equal abſurdity with *what 
e She pretends to demonſtrate, 7ranſub- 
It Bfantiation itlelf. I proceed to the 

t | 7hird,pretended Ground of this Do- 
5, Fctrine of ton ter rings and that 
- Wis, The infallible Authority of the preſent 
- BE Charch to make and declare new Arti- 
: Wcles of Faith, And this in truth 1sthe 
t ground into which the molt of the 
) FE learned men of their Church did here- 
- Etofore,and many do (tl refolve their 
- Þ belief of this Doctrine : And, as I have 
already ſhewn,do plainly ſay,that they 
ſe no ſufficient reaſon, either from 
Scripture 


+3 


* 44. 


A DISCOURSE 


Scripture or Tradition, for the belief 
of it: Andthart they ſhould have believed 
the contrary, had not the determination 
of the Chuich obliged them other- 
wile. | 

Butif this Doctrine be obtruded up: 


- on the World merely by virtue of the 


Authority of the Rowan Church, and 
the Declaration of the Commit under 
Pope Gregory the 7th, or of the Latc- 
rn Conncil under Innocent the I.then 
It 1s a. plain Innovation in the Chriſtian 
Doctrine, and a new Article of Faith 
impos'd upon the Chriftian World, 
And it any Church hath this power, 
the Chrittian Faith may beenlarged and 
changed 'as often as men pleaſe; and 
that which 1s no part of our Saviours 
Doctrine, nay, any thing though ne- 
ver ſoablurdand unreaſonable, may be: 
come an Article ot Faith, obliging all 
Cimwittians to the beliet,of ir, whenever 


the Church of Rome ſhall think fit tof 


{tamp her Authority upon it : which 
would make Chriſtianity a moſt uncer- 
tain and endlets thing. 

The Foxrth pretended ground of this 
Doctrine 1s, the neceſſity of ſuch achange 


as ths in the Sacrament to the comfort 


and benefit of thoſe who receive it, But 
there1sno colour for this, it the thing 
berightly coniider'd : Becauſe thecom- 
toct 


- againſt Tranſubftantiation. 4.5 


fort and benefit of the Sacrament de- 
ed pends upon the Blefling annexed tothe 
onſÞ] Inſtitution. And as Pater in Baptiſm, 
er-f| withoutany ſubſtantial change madein 
that Element, may by the Divine Bleſ- 

ip-Þ ſing accompanying the Inſtitution, be 
rhefſl eftectual to the waſhing away of Sin, 
nd} and Spiritual Regeneration ; So there 
derfſ} can no reaſon in the World be given, 
tc-f} why the Elements of Bread and 9#;e 
1enfſÞ} in the Lord's Supver may not, by the 
1.nf} fame Divine Bleffing accompanying 
ich} this Inftitution, make the worthy re- 
rid. cervers partakers of all the Spiritual 
ver, comfort and benefit deſigned to us 
and thereby, without any ſubſtantial change 
nd} made in thoſe Elements, fince- our 
urs} Lord hath told us, that weri/y the fleſh 
ne-Il profiteth nothing. , So that if-we could 
be-ſf do ſoodd and itrange a thingas to eat 
; all] the very natural Fleſh and drink the 
vert Blood of our Lord, I do not tee of 
- toſf what greater advantage it would be to 
ich} us than what we may have by partak- 
cer-f ing of the Symbols of his Body and 
| Blood as he hath appointed 7 remem- 
this} brance of him. For the Spiritual efti- 
znge ſh} cacy.ot the Sacrament, doth - not de- 
fort} pend upon the nature of the thing re- 
But ceived, ſuppoſing wereceive what our 
nz} Lord appointed, and receive it with a 
right preparation and diſpoſition of 
mind, but upon the ſupernatural Bleſ- 
| ting 
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ſing that goes along withit, and makes 
it effeCtual to choſe Spiritual ends for 
whichirt was appointed, 

The Fifth = laſt pretended ground 
of this DoCtrineis, to magnifythe power 
of the PrieSt in being ableto work ſo great 
a Miracle. And this with great p'1de 
and pomp, is often urg'd by them as a 
tranſcendent intance of the Divine 
wiſdom, to find outfo admirable a way 
toxaife the power andreverence of the 


Prieft; that he ſhould be able every 


day,- and as often as he pleaſes, by re- 
peating a few words to work fo mira- 
culousa change, and (as they love moſt 
abſurdly and blaſphemoully to ſpeak) 
to make God himſelf. 

But this is to pretend to a power a- 
bove that of God hiniſelf, for h« did 
not, nor cannot make himſclt, nor do 
any thing that implies a contradiction, 
as Tranſubſtamiation evidently does in 
their pretending to make God. For to 
make that which already is, and to 
make that zow which always.was, isnot 
only vain and trifling,it it could bedone, 
but impoſſible, becauſe it implies a con- 
tradiction. 

And what, if after all Tranſubſtart:- 
ation, if it were poſſhble and actually 
wrought by the Prieſt, would yet be 
no Myacle? For theie are two things 


nel 


againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 


neceſſary to a Miracle, that there be a 
ſupernatural efte&t wrought, and that 
this effect be evident to tenſe. Sothat, 
thougha ſupernatural effect be wrought, 
yet if1t be notevidentto ſenſe;it is to all 
the ends & purpoſes of a Miracle,asif it 
werenot;andcanbe noteſtimonyorproof 
of any thing, becauſeit ſelt ſtandsin need 
of another Miracle to give teltimony 
to 1t,and to prove that it was wrgught. 


| And neither in Scripture, nor in p!0- 
| fane Aurhors, nor in common ute of 


ſpeech, is anything call'd a Miracle, 
but what falls under the.notice of our 
ſenſes : A Afracte being nothing elſe 
but a ſaupernatiiral effett evident to 
ſenſe,the great end and deſign whereof 
5 to be a ſenſible proof and conviction 
tous of ſomething that we do not ſee. 
And for want of this Condition, 
Tranſubſtantiation, 1f wt were true, 
would be no Miracle. It wouldindeed 
be very /adernatural, but for all that, it 
would not be a $igx or AMracle; For 
a Sign or Miracle 1s always a thing {cn- 
ible, otherwiſe 1t could be no Sign. 
Now that fuch a change as 1s pretend- 
ed in Trayſabſtantiation ſhould really 
be wrought, and yet there ſhould be 
no ſign and appearance of it, 1s a 
thing very wonderful, but not to 
lenſe; forour ſenſes percervenochange; 


the Bread and Wine in the Sacrament 
| D | to 


— — — — 


—_—_— 


_ TE. ei 


= <= 4 x 24 
+ Ot acl Þ heat 
PIR IE = = 
> - 4. ww 


- => —_ _ —_— 
TY GAP a nr 


vo 
+ 


— 
_ . 


4. 


A DISCOURSE 


to all our ſenſes remaining juſt as they 
were before : And that a thing ſhould 
remain to all appearance juſt as it was, 
hath nothing at all of wonder in it : 
we wonder indeed, when we fee a 
ſtrange thing done, but no man wonders 
when heſees nothing done.So that77a»- 
fubſtantiationit they will needs have it 
a Miracle, is fucha Miracle,as any Man 
may work that hath bur-the conhdence 
to face men down that he works it, 
and the fortune to be believed : And 
though the Church of Rome may mag- 
nify their Prieſts upon account of this 
Miracle, which they ſay they can work 
every day and every hour, yet I can- 
not underſtand. the reaſon of. it; for 
when this great work (as they call it) 
is done, there 1s nothing more appears 
to be done, than if there were no Mira- 
cle: Now ſuch a Miracle as to all ap- 
pearance 15no Miracle, I fee no reaſon 
why a Proteſtant Miniſter, as well as 
a Popiſh Prieſt, may not work as of- 
ten as he pleaſes ; or if hecan but have 
the patience to let it alone, it will work 
it ſelf. Forſurely nothing in the World 
is eaſter than to let a thing be as it 1s, 
and by ſpeaking a few words over it,to 
makeit juſt what it was before. Every 
man, every day, may work ten thou- 
land ſuch Muacles, Oy 
| AN 
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And thusI havediſpatch'd the FirsF 
part of my Diſcourſe, which was to 
conſider the pretended Grownds and 
Reaſons of the Churchof Rowe for this 
Doctrine, and to ſhew the weakneſs 
_ inſuficiency of them. I come in 
tne 

SECOND place, to produce our 
Objettions againſt it. Which will beof 
ſo much the greater force, betauſe I 
havealready ſhewn this Doctrine to be 
deſtitute of all Divine warrant and au- 
thority, and of any other ſortof Ground 
ſufficient in reafonro juſtifie it. So that, 
I donot now object againſt a Doctrine 
which hath a fair probability of Di- 
vine Revelation on its fide, for that 
would weigh down all objections 
which did not plainly overthrow 
the probability and credit of its Di- 
vine Revelation : But I object againſt 
a Doctrine by the mere Will and Ty- 
ranny of men impos'd upon the belief 
of Chriſtians, without any evidence 
of Scripture, and againlt all the evi- 
dence of Reaſon and Sexſe. 

The Objections, I ſhall reduce to 
theſe two Heads. Firſt, the infinite 
ſcandal of this Doctrine to the Chriſti- 
an Religion. And Secondly, the 
monſtrous and inſupportable abturdity 


of it. 
D 2 Firſt 
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Firſt, Theinfinite ſcandal of this Do- 
frine to the . oy oy Religion. And 
that upon theſe for Accounts, 1. Of 
the ſtupidity of this Doctrine. 2. The 
real barbarouſneſsof this Sacrament and 
Right of our Religion upon ſuppoſiti- 
on of the truth of this DoCtrine. 3. 
Ot the Cruel and Bloody conſequen- 
ces of it. 4. Of the danger of Ido- 
latry; which they are certainly guilty 
of, if this Doctrine be not true. 

r. Upon account of the ſtupidity of 
this Doftrine, I remember that Twlly, 
who was a man of very good ſenſe, in- 
ſtanceth in the- conceit of eatine God 
as the extremity of madneſs, and fo 
fkupid an apprehenſion as he thought 
no?man was ever gmlty of. * 77hen we 
call jayshe,the fruits of the earth Ceres, 
and wine Bacchus, we uſe but the com- 
mon language; but do you think any man 

fo mad as to believe that which he cats 
to be God? Tt ſeems he could not be- 
lieve that fo extravagant a folly had 
everentred mto the mind of man. It 
15s very ſevere ſaying of Averroes the 
Arabian Philotopher (who lived after 
this Doctrine was entertained among 
Chriſtians) and ought to make the 
Church of Rome bluſh, if ſhe can ; * / 


Carthus. in 4, have travell'd, fays he, over the world, 
diſt. 10, art. 1. and have found divers Sets; but ſo ſot- 


tifh 


againſt T ranſubſtantiation. 
tiſh a Sect or Law,I never found, as is 


the Sect of the Chriſtians ; becauſe with 
their own teeth they devour their God 
whom they worſhip. It was great ftu- 
pidity in the people of 1/-ae! to fay, 
Come let us make us Gods; but it was 
civily ſaid of them, Let 225 make us 
Gods that may go before us, 1n compa- 
rifon of the Chnrchot Rome, wholay, 
Let 15 make a God that we may aatbin. 
Sothatupon the whole matter, I'can- 
nor.but wonder that they ſhould chute 
thus to expoſe Faith to the contempt 
of all that are endued with Reaſon. 
And to ſpeak the plain truth, the 
Chriſtian Religion was never 1o horri- 


bly expoſed to the ſcorn of ArheiltF#. 


and Inhidels, as it hath been by thismoit 
ablur'd and ſenſelets Doctrine. Bur 


thus it was foretold, that * the Man of * 2 Thel. 2. 


S$:z: ſhould come with Power and Signs 
and Lying Miracles, and with all de- 
ceiveableneſs of unrighteouſneſs,with all 
the Legerdermain and Taglize tricks of 
falſhood and impoiture ; amongit 
which, this of T7anſabſtantiation,which 
they call a Afiracle, and we a Cheat, 
1s one of the chief : And in all proba- 
blity, thoſe common yzg/;ng words ot 
hocrss pocus, are nothing elſe but a cor- 
ruption of hoc eft corpus, by way of ri- 
diculous imitation of the Prielts of the 
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Church of Rome in their trick of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation. Into ſuch contempt by 
this fooliſh DoCtrine and pretended 
Miracle of theirs, have they brought the 
moſt ſacred and venerable Myſtery of 
our Religion. 

2. Itis very ſcandalous likewiſe upon 
account of the real barbaroyſneſs of this 
Sacramentand Rite of ourReligion,up- 
on ſuppoſition of the truth of this Do- 
ting. Literally to eat theFleſh of the Son 
of man,and to drink hsBlood, St. AnStine, 
as I haveſhewed before, declares tobe 


a great impiety. And the impiety. 


and barbarouſneſs of the thing 1s not 
in truth extenuated, but only the ap- 
pearance of it, by its being done under 
the ſpecies of Bread &Wine;Forthething 
they acknowledge 1s really done, and 
they beheve thatthey verily eat8&zdrink 
the naturalFleſh& Blood of Chritt. And 
whatcananymando more unworthily 
towards his Friend 2 How can he pol- 
fibly uſe him more barbarouſly, than 
to feaſt upon his living Fleſh and 
Blood? It is one of the greateſt won- 
ders in the world, that it ſhould ever 
enter into the minds of men to putup- 
on our Saviour's words,, fo eafily capa- 
ble of a more convenient ſenſe, and fo 
neceſſarily requiring it, a meaninF ſo 
plainly contrary to Reaſon and Senſe, 
and even toHumanity it ſelf. Hadthe 
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anciant Chriſtians owned any. ſuch 


Doctrine, we ſhould have heard of ir 


from the Adverſaries of our Religion 
in every page of their Writings ; and 
they: would havedelired no greater Ad- 
— againſt the Chriſtians, than to 
have teen able to hit them in the teeth 
with their feaſting upon the natural 
Fleſh and Blood of their Lord, and 
their God, and their beſt Friend. What 
endleſs triumphs would they have 
made upon this Subeect?zAnd with what 
confidence would they have ſet the 
cruelty uſed by Chriſtians in their $4- 
crament, againſt their God Satary's 
eating his own Children, and all the 
cruel ana bloody Rites of their Idola- 
try 2 But that no ſuch thing was then 
objected by the Heathens to the Chri- 
ſtians, is to a wile man, inſtead of a 
thouſand Demonſtrations that noſuch 
Doctrine was then believed. 

3. Itis ſcandalous alſo upon account 
of the crael and bloody conſequences of 
this Doctrine ; ſo contrary to the plain 
Laws of Chrittianity, and to onegreat 
end and deſign of this Sacrament, which 
1s, to unite Chriſtians in the molt per- 
fect Loveand Charity to one another : 
Whereas this Doctrine hath been the 
occaſion of the moſt Barbarous and 
Bloody Tragedies that ever were acted 
wm the World, For this hath been in 
D 4 the 
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the Church of Rome the great barning 
Article; and as ablur'd and unreaſo- 
nable asit is, more Chriſtians have been 
murther'd for the denial of it, than 
perhaps forall the other Articles of their 
Religion. And I think it may gene- 
rally paſs for a true obſervation, that all 
Sects ate commonly molt hot and tu- 
rious for thoſe things tor which there. is 
leaſt Reaſon; tor what men want of 
Reaforf for their opinions, they uſual- 
ly ſupply and make up m Rage. And 
it was no more than needed to uſe this 
ſeverity upon this occaſion; tor nothing 


'but the cruel tcar of death could in pro- 


babilicy have driven fo great a part of 
mankind into the acknowledgment ot 
ſo unreaſonable and ſentelefs a Doctrine. 

O Bleſſed Saviour ! thou beit Friend 
and greateft lover of mankind, who 
can umagine thou didit ever intend that 
men ſhould kill one another tor not be- 
Ing able to believe contragy to their 
ſenſes ; tor being unwilling to think, 
that thou ſhouldſt make one of the 
molt Horrid and Barbarous things that 
can be 1imagin'd,a main Duty and prin- 
cipal Myſtery of thy Religion; tor not 
flatterinz the pride and preſumption of 
the Prieit, wliofays, he can make God, 
and for not complying with the folly 
and {tupidity of the People who believe 
that they caneat him 2 4+ Up- 


againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 

4. Upon account of the danger of 
Nolatry ; which they are certainly guil- 
ty of, if this Doctrine be not true, and 
ſuch a change as they pretend be not 
made in the Sacrament ; forit itbe nor, 
then they worſhip a Creature inſtead 
of theCreator God, bleſſed for ever.Bur 
ſuch achangel have ſhewn tobe impol- 
ble;or it it could be, yet they can never 
be certainthatit1s, and conſequently are 
alwaysin danger of Idolatry : Arid that 
they can never be certain that ſuch a 
change is made, is evident ; becaule, ac- 
cording to the expreſs determination of 
theCouncil of 7rext,that depends upon 
the mind and 7ztention of the PrieFt, 
which cannot certainly be known but 
by Revelation, which 1s not pretended 
in this caſe. And if they be miſtaken 
about this change, through the Kna- 
very or Croſsneſs of the Prieſt, who will 
not make God but when he thinks fit, 
they mult not think to excute them- 
ſelves from Idolatry, becauſe they inten- 
ded to worſhipGod and nota Creature; 
for ſo thePerſiansmightbe excus'd from 
Idolatry in worſhiping the Sx, becauſe 
they intend to worſhip God and riot a 
creature;and ſoindeed we may exculeall 
the Idolatry thatever was inthe world, 
which is nothing elſe but a miſtake of 
the Deity, and upon that miſtake, a 
worſhipping of ſomething asGod, which 
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IT. Beſides the infinite ſcandal of this 
Doctrine upon the accounts I have 
mentioned, the monſtrous abſurdities 
of it make it inſupportable to any Re- 
ligion. I amvery well afſur d of the 
grounds of Religion in general, and 
of the Chriſtian Religion in particular; 
and yet I cannot ſee that the founda- 
tions of any revealed Religion, are 
ſtrong enough to bear the weight of ſo 
many and 10 great abſurdities as this 
Dottrine of Tranſabſtantiation would 
load it withal. And to make this e- 
vident, I ſhall not infiſt upon thoſe 
groſs contradictions, of the ſame Bo- 
dy being in ſo many ſeveral places at 
once; of our Saviour's giving away 
himſelf with his own hands to every 
one of his Diſciples, and yet ſtill keep- 
ing himſelf to himſelf ; and a thou- 
ſand more of the like nature : But to 
{ſhew the abſurdity of this Doctrine, I 
ſhall only ask theſe few Queſtions. 

1. Whether any man have, or ever 
had,egreater evidence of the truth of a- 
ny Divine Revelation,than every man 
hath of the falſhood of 7ranſabltantia- 
1:04 ? Inhdelity were hardly poflible to 
men, 1tall men had the ſame evidence 
for the Chriſtian Religion which they 
have againſt Tranſabſtantiation, thatis, 
the clear and wreliftible evidence of 
lenie. 
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ſenſe. He that can once be brought to 


contradict or deny his ſenles, is at an 
end of certainty ; for what can a man 
be certain of if he be not certain of what 
heſees ? In ſome circumſtance our ſenſes 
may deceive us, but no Faculty de- 
ceives us ſolittle and ſo feldome : And 
when our ſenſes do deceive us, even 
that errour is not to be corrected with- 
out the help of our ſenſes. 

2. Suppoling this Doctrine hall been 
delivered in Scripture in the very ſame 
words that is decreed in the Councilof 
Trent, by what clearer evidence or 
ſtronger Argument could any Man 
prove to me, that ſuch words were in 
the Bible than I can prove to him, that 
Bread and Wine after conſecration are 
Bread and Wine ſtill? He could not 
appeal to my eyes to prove ſuch words 
to be in the Bible, and with the fame 
reaſon and juſtice might I appeal to 
ſeveral of hisſenſes,to prove to him, that 
the Bread and Wine after conſecration 
are Bread and Wine ſtill. 

3. Whether it bereaſonable to ima- 
eine, that God ſhould make that a part 
of rhe Chriſtian Religion which ſhakes 
the main eternal evidence and conhr- 
mation of the whole? I mean the Mi- 
racles which were wrought by our Sa- 
yiour and his Apoſtles, the aſſurance 
whereof did at firſt depend upon the 
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certainty of ſenſe. For 1t theſenſes of 
thoſewho ſay they ſaw them, were de- 
. ceived, then there might be no Mira- 
cles wrought ; and conſequently itmay 
juſtly be doubted, whether that kind of 
conhrmation which God hath given to 
the Chriſtian Religion would beſtrong 
enough to prove it; ſuppoling 7ran- 
ſabſtantiation to be a part of it : Be- 
cauſe gvery man hath as great evidence 
that Tranſubtantiation 1s falle, as he 
hath, that the Chriſtian Religion is 
true. Suppoſe then 7Tranſubſtantiation 
to be part of the Chriſtian Doctrine, it 
mult have theſame confirmation with 
the whole, and that is Miracles :. But 
of all DocCtrines in the World,it 1s pecu- 
harly incapable of being proved by a 
Miracle. For if a Miracle werewrought 
for the proof of it, the very ſame aſſu- 
rance Which any man hath of thetruth 
of the Miracle, he hath of the talſhood 
of the Doctrine, that is, the clear evi- 
dence, of his Senſes. For that there is 
a Miracle wrought, to prove that what 
be ſees in the Sacrament is not Bread 
out the Body if Chit, there isonly the 
evidence of ſente ; and theres the very 
1ame evidence to prove, that what he 
ſees in the Sacrament 1s not the Bodyof 
Chri#t, but Bread. $o that here would 
ariſe a new Controverſie, whether a 
man 
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man ſhould rather believe his Senſes gi- 
ving teſtimony againſt the Doctrine of 
Tranſubſtantiation, or bearing witneſs 
to a Miracle wrought to confirm that 
Doctrine ; there being the very ſame 
evidence againſt the truch of the Do- 
ctrine, which: there is for the truth of 
the Miracle : And then the Argument 
for Tranſubſtanti atioz,and the Objecti- 
on againſt it, would juſt ballance one a- 
nother; and conſequently, Tranſudftap- 
tiation 1s not to be proved by a Mira- 
cle, becauſe that woutd be, to prove r0 
a man by ſome thing that he ſees, that 
he doth not ſee what he ſees. And if 
there were noother evidence, that77a»- 
fabſtantiation is no part-of the Chriſti- 
an Doctrine, this would be ſufficient, 
that what proves the one,doth as much 
overthrow theother ; andthat Miracles 
which are certainly the beſt and high- 
et external proof of Chriſtianity, are 
the worſt proot in the world of 7Traz- 
ſubſtantiation, unleſs a man can re- 
nounce his Senſesat the ſame time that 
he relies upon them. Fora man cannot 
believea Miracle without relying upon 
ſenſe, nor Tranſabſtantiation without 
renouncing it. So that never were-any 
two things fo ill coupled together, as 
the Do&rine of Chriſtianity ,and that of 
Tranſubſtantiation, becaule they ww 
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ſeveral ways, and are ready to ſtran- 
gle one another ; becauſe the main e- _ 
vidence of the ChriftianDodctrine, which 
is Miracles, 1s refolved into the certain- 
ty of ſenſe, but this evidenceis clear and h 
point-blank againſt 7an/abſtantiation, | ©* 

4+ And Laſtly, I would ask what 
we are tothink of the Argument which 
our Saviour uſed to convince his Diſci- 


Tranſubſtantiation to be true, and that Br 
he hathinſtructed his Diſciples.in it juſt h 
before his death, ſtrange thoughts | ©? 
might juſtly have riſen in their hearts, 


and they might have ſaid ro him; Lord, ” 
It is but a few days ago fince thou didft | ** 
teach us notto believe our ſenſes, but | © 
directly contrary towhat we ſaw, viz. f 
thatthe Bread which thou gaveſt us in bi 


the Sacrament, though we ſaw it, and 
handled it,and taſteditto be Bread,yet || ©* 
was notBread, butthine own naturalBo- 
dy ; andnow thou appealeſt toour _ 
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ſes to provethat this is thy Body which 
we now fee. If ſeeing and handling 
be an unqueſtionable evidence that 
things are whatthey appear to our ſen- 
of ſes, then we were deceived before in 
the Sacrament; and if they be nor, 
then we are not ſure now, that this 1s 
" thy Body which we now ſee and han- 
dle> but it may beperhaps Bread under 
the appearance of Fleſh and Boyes,juft 
as in the Sacrament, that which: we 
ſaw and handled and taſted to be 
Bread was thy Fleſh and Bones un- 
der the Form and Appearance of Bread. 
Now upon this ſuppoſition, it would 
have been a hard matter ro have 

quieted the thoughts of the Diſciples : 
*F&* the Argument which our Savi- 
our uſed did certainly prove to them, 
.that what they ſaw and handled was 
his Body, his very natural Fleſh and 
Bones, becauſe they ſaw and handled 
them, (which itwere impious todeny) 
it would as ſtrongly prove, that what 
they ſaw and received before in the 
Sacrament, was not the natural Body 
and Blood of Chriſt, but real Bread 
and Wine: And conſequently, that ac- 
cording to our Saviour's Arguing after 
his ReſurreCtion, they had no reaſon 
to believe Tranſubſtantiation before. 
For that very Argument by which our 
Saviour proves the reality of his my 
Alter 
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after his Reſurrection,doth as ſtrongly 
prove the reality of Bread and Wine at- 
ter Conſecration. But our Saviour's 
Argument was molt infallibly good 
and true, and therefore the Doctrine 
of Tranſubſtantiation is undoubtedly 
falſe. 

Upon the whole matter, I ſhall on- 
ly fay this, that ſome other Points 
between us and the Church of Rcxe 
are nfanaged with ſome kind of wit 
and ſubtilty, but this of Tran/aub5tan- 
tiation, 1s carried out by mere dintof 
impudence and facing down of Man- 
kind. 

And of this, the more diſcerning 
perſons of that Church, are of late 
grown ſo ſenſible, that they would 
now be glad to be rid of this odi- 
ous and ridiculous Do&trine. But 
the Council of Trext hath faſten'd it 
to their Religion, and made it a ne- 
ceſſary and eſſential Point of their Be- 
hef, and they cannot now part with 
it it they would; 1t is like a Mill-ſtone 
hung about theneck of Popery, which 
will fink it at the laſt. | 

And though ſome of their greateſt 
Wits, as Cardinal Perroz, and of late, 
Monfieur rnazd, have undertaken the 
detenceof 1t in great Volumes; yetit 
is an abſurdity of that monſtrous and 
maſly 
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maſly weight, that no humane autho- 
i- } rity or wit are able to ſupport it: It 
'S | will makethevery Pillars of St. Peter's 
4 U crack, and requires more Volumes to 
© | make it gocd than would fll the Ya- 
y HICAn. 
And now I would apply my ſelf to 
1- F thepoordeludedPeopleot that Church, 
if they wete either permitted by their 
Prieſts, or durſt yenture without their 
leave to look into their Religion and 
to examine the Doctrines of it. Co- 
ſider and ſhew your ſelves men. Do 
not ſufter yourſelves any longer to be 
led blindfold, and by an implicit Faith 
S | in your Prieſts, into the belief of non- 
5 ſenſe and contradiction. Think it e- 
nough andtoo much to let them rook 
you of your Money for pretended Par- 
dons and counterfeit Relicks, but let 
not the Authority of any Prieſt or 
Church perſwade you out of your 
h Senſes. Credulity is certainly a fault 
as well as Infidelity : and he whoſfaid, 
F bleſſed are they that have not ſeen and 
'" þ yet havebelieved, hath no-wherefaid, 
q bleſſed are they that have ſeen and yer 
bave not believed, much leſs, bleſſet 
2 | we they that believe direftly contrary 
io what they ſee. 
To conclude this Diſcourſe. By 
what hath been faid upon this Ar- 
E gument 
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gument it will appear, with how lit- 
tle truth, and reaſon, and. regard to 
the intereſt of our Common Chriſti- 
anity, it is ſo often ſaid by our Ad- 
verſaries, that there are as good Ar- 
guments for the Belief of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation as of the Doctrine of the 77:- 
nity : When they themſelves do ac- 
knowledge with us, that the Doctrine 
of the Trinity is grounded uponthe 
Scriptures, and that according to the 
interpretation of them by the conſent 
of the ancient Fathers : But their Do- 
Ctrine of Tranſubſtantiation T have plain- 
Iy ſhewn to have no ſuch ground, and 
that this is acknowledged by very 
many learned menof their own Church. 
And this Doctrine of theirs being firſt 
plainly proved by us to be deftitute of 
all Divine Warrant and Authority, 
our Objections againſt it from the ma- 
nifold contradichons of it toReaſon 
and Senſe, are to many Demonſtra- 
tions of the falſehood of it. Againſt 
all which they have nothing toput in 
the oppolit Scale but the Infallibili- 
ty of their Church, for which there 
1s even leſs colour of proof from Scrip- 
tire than for Tranſubtantiaton it ſelf. 
But fo fond are they of their own 
Innovations and Errours, that rather 
than the Dictatesof their Church, how 


ground- 


againſt T ranſubſtantiation. 
pomene and abſurd ſoever, ſhould 
call'd in queſtion ; rather than not 
have their will of us in impoſing up« 
on us what they pleaſe, they will 
overthrow any Article of the Chri- 
ſtian Faith, and ſhake the very foun- 
dations of our common Religion : A 
clear evidence that the Church of 
Rome is not the true Mother, ſinceſhe 
can be ſo well contented thats Chri- 
ſtianity ſhould be deſtroyed, rather 
than the Point in queſtion ſhould be 
decided againſt her. 


